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FEE CALCULATION (continued) 
3. ADDITIONAL FEES 
Fee Fee 

Code Paid Fee Description 

205 65 Surcharge - late filing fee or oath 

227 25 Surcharge - late provisional filing fee 

or cover sheet 
139 130 Non-English specification 
147 2,520 For filing a request for reexamination 

112 920 Requesting publication of SIR 

prior to Examiner action 
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after Examiner action 
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243 , 230 Design issue fee 

244 310 Plant issue fee 

122 130 Petitions to the Commissioner 
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IN THE UNITED 



STATES PATENT AND TRADE 



In re Application of 



Esther H. CHANG etal 



Examiner: Dave Trong Nguyen <pL 



Serial No. 09/601,444 



Group Art Unit: 1632 



Filed: January 4, 2001 ) 

For: TARGETED LIPOSOME GENE DELIVERY 

RESPONSE TO OFFICE ACTION 

Assistant Commissioner for Patents 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Dear Sir: 

In an Office Action dated July 16, 2002, the examiner of the above-referenced patent 
application asserted that Applicant's response of April 26, 2002, to the Restriction Requirement 
of March 26, 2002, was not fully responsive. Specifically, the examiner asserted that in 
responding to part C of the election requirement, Applicants were required to elect one of either 
"a therapeutic agent which encodes a protein" or "a therapeutic agent which encodes an antisense 
oligonucleotide," even though the election requirement has listed these choices only as examples 
of therapeutic agents, as evidenced by the examiner's use of "e.g.," rather than as the only 
permissible choices. 

As the examiner now has made clear that the election under part C of the election 
requirement must be limited to one of the two choices set forth above, Applicants hereby elect "a 
therapeutic agent which encodes a protein" as the species under part C of the election 
requirement. Applicants reiterate the other elections made in their response of April 26, 2002, 
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namely, their election of the claims of Group II and the embodiment of A) a tumor cell targeting 
ligand, D) a liposome mean diameter of about 30 to 75 nm, and E) a ratio of 0.1 to 50 nM 
liposomes per 1.0 \xg nucleic acid. No election under B) was required. The elections were made 
with traverse, as noted in the response of April 26, 2002, and Applicants request that the 
examiner consider the two way restriction of the claims as set forth in that paper. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Bv ^]E^rt3tjU^ 6f- <^rvtor 

Barbara G. Ernst 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 30,377 

ROTHWELL, FIGG, ERNST & MANBECK, p.c. 
Suite 800, 1425 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)783-6040 



2 



